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Sir: 

Appellant submits this Reply Brief for consideration of the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences (the "Board") in response to the Examiner's Answer dated December 12, 2007 and 
in support of his appeal of the Final Rejection dated December 13, 2006. Appellant respectfully 
reasserts each of the arguments asserted in Appellant's Brief dated September 17, 2007, and 
provides herein only a rebuttal of several of the arguments raised in the Examiner's Answer. 
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ARGUMENTS 

The following additional remarks are submitted for consideration by the Board under 
37 CFR §41.41. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) 

Claims 14, 15 and 17 to 33 

Claims 14, 15 and 17 to 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by 
St. Clair '257. 

St. Clair shows a golf bag and golf cart carrier attached to the rear of an automobile 10 
having a rear deck or trunk lid 12. (See col. 3, lines 40 to 43). 

In addition to the previous arguments, St. Clair clearly does not show a golf car bag bay. 
The Examiner's Answer asserts that any bottom surface is a "bag bay" see Page 7, second line 
from bottom and asserts: "there is no clear distinction of what constitutes a bag bay." This 
assertion simply is wrong to one skilled in the art of golf cars: bag bays are the rear portion of 
the golf car where the golf bags traditionally sit. This is clear for example from the specification. 
See bag bay 301 . Words in claims must having meaning, and an inventor must be able to define 
the invention using words: a bag bay is a known structure in a golf car, as shown for example by 
bag well or bay 17 in Casady '746 cited by the Examiner, and the device in St. Clair clearly does 
not contact a golf car bag bay, but the hood of a car trunk. 

Withdrawal of the rejection to claim 14 and its dependent claims is respectfully 
requested. 

Claim 16: Argued Separately 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for removal of this rejection. 

Claim 18: Argued Separately 

Claim 18 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 17 wherein first hitch includes 
the mount bracket, the mount bracket including a claw. No claw is shown in St. Clair - a 90 
degree curved section is a platform for the bottom of the golf bags, not a claw. 
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Claim 23: Argued Separately 

Claim 23 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 14 wherein the first and second 
hitches at least partially extend downwardly over a bumper of the golf car. 

The asserted tubes 41, 42 never extend downwardly of any bumper and certainly not a 
bumper of a golf car. The Examiner's Answer assertion on Fig. 1 and the bumper is just not 
seen. 

Claim 25: Argued Separately 

With further respect to claim 25, claim 25 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 
14 wherein the attachment device contacts a bag holder frame of the bag bay. 

A bag holder frame in a bag bay of a golf car is the standard way to connect golf bags. 
Automobiles simply do not have a bag holder frame, as one of skill in the art of golf cars would 
recognize. This limitation is not met by St. Clair. 

Claim 26: Argued Separately 

With respect to independent claim 26, St. Clair device is not for a golf car and does not 
have "a frame section contacting a bottom of the bag bay" as claimed. A bag bay of a golf car is 
a well known area of a golf car, and St. Clair actually teaches away from a device that would 
contact a bag bay, as it attaches to a bumper of an automobile. There are also not two hitches as 
claimed, but a single device for attaching two golf bags. 

Claim 27: Argued Separately 

With respect to independent claim 27, the St. Clair device is not for a golf car and does 
not have a frame for placement in a bag bay. St. Clair also does not have two hitches as claimed: 
the golf club bags in St. Clair are not connected to "hitches" as claimed. The Examiner's 
Answer does not address the connections to the hitches as claimed, and the golf bags in St. Clair 
just sit on a platform. 

Withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. 102 rejections is thus respectfully requested. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 14 to 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Hokaku in 
view of Casady '746. 

Contrary to the Examiner's Answer assertion at page 8, no frame section "contacts a 
bottom of a bag bay" in Hokaku, and the Examiner's Answer refuses to identify such a bottom 
with any specificity. Hokaku specifically does away with a bag bay in favor of a separate 
device. 

Moreover, the Examiner's Answer does not address the fact that Hokaku teaches away 
from two hitches, as the single carrier 2 desires to carry a plurality of bags. See [001 1]. 

Furthermore, the Examiner's Answer at page 6 seems to suggest combining different 
embodiments of Hokaku into one device without any reason or motivation: "it would have been 
obvious ... to actuate and drive the other two hitch devices of embodiments 1 and 2 to 
mechanically actuate and drive the rotatable crank of embodiment 1 or the pivot arms 1 1 and 12 
of embodiment 2." This still leaves a single actuator and does not address having two separate 
hitches. Each embodiment of Hokaku is a single embodiment. Casady is also a completely 
different kind of device for hanging golf bags. 

Withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) to claims 14 and 27 and their 
dependent claims is respectfully requested. 

Claim 15: Argued Separately 

Claim 1 5 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 14 wherein the first and second 
hitches are movable with respect to the frame. 

Providing a second hitch from Casady movable with respect to the frame would not have 
been obvious and the Examiner's Answer still does not appear to address this limitation with 
respect to Hokaku in view of Casady. 

Claim 16: Argued Separately 

Claim 16 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 15 further comprising a first 
driven actuator to move the first hitch and a second driven actuator to move the second hitch. 

Neither Casady nor Hokaku show a second driven actuator, and the Examiner's Answer 
again does not appear to address this limitation or give any reason for two actuators. 
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Claim 18: Argued Separately 

Claim 18 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 17 wherein first hitch includes 
the mount bracket, the mount bracket including a claw. 

Element 7 in Hokaku is simply not a claw. 

Claim 21: Argued Separately 

Claim 21 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 19 wherein the detachable golf 
club carrier is rotatable with respect to the frame when in contact with the first hitch so as to lift 
the at least one wheel with respect to the ground. 

Casady actually seeks to avoid such structure and it is respectfully submitted that one of 
skill in the art would not have modified Hokaku with Casady to meet this limitation. 

Claim 25: Argued Separately 

Claim 25 recites the mountable device as recited in claim 14 wherein the attachment 
device contacts a bag holder frame of the bag bay. 

Hokaku does not teach this limitation, nor does Casady. The Examiner's Answer 
asserts cross bar 3 is the attachment device, but this is not an attachment device and does 
not contact a bag holder frame in any bag bay. 

Claim 26: Argued Separately 

Hokaku seeks a completely new type of golf car, and it actually teaches away from "a 
frame for placement in a bag bay of a golf car, a frame section contacting a bottom of the bag 
bay" as claimed. It is respectfully submitted it would not have been obvious to provide the car of 
Hokaku with such a frame. Asserted frame 3 is not for placement in a bag bay. 

Claim 27: Argued Separately 

Asserted frame 3 is not for placement in a bag bay. 

Claims 27 to 33 over Casady in view of Tang: Argued Separately 

Claims 27 to 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as unpatentable over Casady '746 in 
view of Tang c 031. 
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The Examiner's Answer Assertion that "when a detachable device is lifted off the 
ground, the entire weight of the detachable device would be supported by the hitching 
device at that moment" is clearly incorrect and shows a misunderstanding of how Casady 
operates. A golfer lifts the bag in Casady and rests it in the bag bay with hook 28a so that 
the bag rests on the floor of the bay or well 17. This assertion in the Examiner's Answer is 
unfounded, and incorrect 

Withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. Favorable 
consideration of this Reply Brief is respectfully requested. 



DAVIDSON, DAVIDSON & KAPPEL, LLC 
485 Seventh Avenue, 14 ,h Floor 
New York, NY 10018 
Tel: (212)736-1940 
Fax: (212)736-2427 



Respectfully submitted, 

DAVIDSON, DAVIDSON & KAPPEL, LLC 




William C. Gehris 
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